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1. Original Submission
1.1. Recommendation
Major Revision
2. Comments to Author:
I appreciate that this likely is the ﬁrst authors ﬁrst attempt at performing science. This overall approach, while simple,
could work. The problem is that right from the start the writing is weak. The ﬁrst sentence talks about low gradient systems,
when it should be talking about low gradient rivers. Then it talks about “the hydrology”, as if the name of the science of
hydrology could be used in thisway. Terms like “in order to” should not be included in technicalwriting. A newly constructed
dam “can” change the distribution of water, but it does not have to. The last sentence of the ﬁrst paragraph is poorly written.
The ﬁrst sentence of the next paragraph is also not well written . . . Wetlands .. as an? Wetlands is intended to include many
ecosystems, so why an, or in the next sentence “a”. The tenses in these sentences are just confused. This is not a good way
to start off a professional paper. The writing is far below the standard for a journal publication in the U.S.
In the last paragraph of the intro the authors state that they “examines a wetland environment. . .”, but that’s not really
correct, they only dealwith ground and surfacewater. The rest of the environment is ignored.While the term “emplacement”
is interesting, beavers build these dams, stick by stick, and rock by rock. They don’t place them. Why not just say it as if a
beaver did it, not an engineer. The beaver built a dam. The last sentence of the intro is poorly written. Why not just number
your objectives so that they are clear?
In the site description the authors tell us that “The wetland sits upon a kame”, but really can a wetland sit?
Section 2.1 the terms well and piezometer are used interchangeably in this section, which causes confusion. The authors
regretfully forgot to tell us how they installed their instruments, therefore it cannot be judged whether these instruments
can be validly used for “slug tests”. From what I can tell, the entire data set is about 10 measures per instrument in year 1,
and 6 or so in year 2. We have no idea how these measures relate to rainy or dry periods, and the data set seems just pretty
thin for a modeling effort.
Amazingly the “results and discussion” sections contains only one literature citation, a generic textbook. Not one other
paper is cited. Therefore this manuscript does not contain a discussion section, and cannot be considered as contribution to
science.Anonymous
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